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Report  Summary 


Introduction 


The  Department  of  Corrections  (DOC)  has  statutory  responsibility 
for  administering  adult  felony  corrections  programs,  including 
community  correction  services.    Currently,  these  services  are 
provided  through  the  Community  Corrections  Division  (division)  of 
the  department.    The  PPB  within  the  division  supervises  adult 
felony  offenders  placed  on  probation  or  parole  in  communities 
throughout  the  state.    The  bureau's  supervisory  role  in 
communities  includes  counseling,  coordinating  treatment  and 
rehabilitation  services,  and  overseeing  both  probationers  and 
parolees  to  ensure  public  safety  by  re-integrating  criminal  offenders 
back  into  society. 


Although  this  report  provides  an  overview  of  various  key 
components  of  community  correction,  audit  scope  was  limited  to 
the  general  probation  and  parole  process  rather  than  specific 
community  corrections  programs.    Areas  for  potential  audit  were 
briefly  surveyed.    We  also  identified  areas  which  will  impact  future 
operations,  such  as  the  recently  established  sentencing  commission 
and  department  reorganization. 


Potential  Future  Areas 
for  Study 


During  the  course  of  this  audit  we  identified  several  areas  to  be 
considered  for  further  study. 


Automated  Correction  Information  System  (ACIS)  -  The  current 
management  information  system  used  by  PPB  is  ACIS.    This 
system  is  utilized  by  department  staff  to  record  various  offender 
information.    The  most  significant  system  limitations  are  the  lack 
of  electronic  access  to  system  data  by  PPB  field  staff  and  the  lack 
of  regional  or  statewide  community  corrections  activity  reports  to 
measure  program  success.    Controls  over  this  computer  system  and 
the  system  development  process  within  the  department  also  appear 
to  be  limited.       Future  audit  work  could  address  control 
weaknesses  and  overall  effectiveness  of  management  information. 

Board  of  Pardons  -  The  board  and  its  staff  play  a  key  role  in  the 
probation  and  parole  process.    The  board  meets  monthly  to  review 
offender  parole  eligibility,  evaluate  plans  for  release  on  parole,  and 
conduct  various  types  of  hearings.    The  board's  decisions  impact 
not  only  prison  populations,  but  also  the  number  of  parolees  in  the 
community  corrections  system.    Criteria  and  procedures  for  the 
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board's  decision-making  were  not  specifically  examined  in  this 
audit.    A  future  audit  could  examine  this  area  in  detail. 

Intensive  Supervision  Program  OSP)  -  This  community  corrections 
program  has  been  developed  by  the  department  to  provide  a 
diversionary  program  for  probationers  going  to  prison,  parolees 
who  would  otherwise  not  be  released,  and  as  a  placement  option 
for  sentencing  judges.    In  October  1995,  there  were  107  offenders 
being  supervised  in  this  program  and  the  department  is  currently 
expanding  this  program  throughout  the  state.    Program  intent  is  to 
help  with  prison  over-crowding  by  providing  another  alternative  to 
incarceration.    Staff  interviews  indicated  program  participants 
actually  have  a  higher  rate  of  return  to  prison  than  traditional 
probation  and  parole  participants  due  to  more  vigilant  supervision. 
Issues  that  could  be  addressed  during  a  future  audit  may  include: 

—  Type  of  offender  served . 

-  Cost  benefit  analysis  (program  funding  versus  number  of 
offenders  served). 

~  Program  outcomes. 

Pre-Release  Centers  -  The  division  contracts  with  nonprofit  corp- 
orations to  operate  pre-release  centers  in  Billings,  Missoula,  Great 
Falls,  and  Butte.    The  1995  Legislature  increased  funding  for  room 
and  board  contracts  with  privatized  pre-release  centers  to 
approximately  $5.3  million  for  fiscal  year  1995-96  and 
$5.8  million  for  fiscal  year  1996-97.    Additional  funding  was 
designated  for  163  more  pre-release  beds  at  $32  per  day. 
Currently  there  are  approximately  270  beds  used  at  the  centers. 
Due  to  the  high  dollar  amounts  spent  and  funding  increases  in  this 
area,  a  future  audit  may  be  useful  in  evaluating  the  effectiveness  of 
pre-release  services. 


What  is  Probation  and 
Parole? 


PPB  is  responsible  for  supervising  offenders  placed  in  the  commu- 
nity by  either  judges  or  Board  of  Pardons  (BOP).    Probation  and 
parole  officers  are  the  staff  who  actually  provide  supervision  of 
offenders.    Their  primary  duties  include: 


—  Monitoring  offender's  compliance  with  probation  or  parole 
conditions. 

—  Testifying  in  hearings. 

—  Conducting  investigations  and  writing  reports  requested  by 
judges. 
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Observing  offender  movements  and  activities. 
Traveling  throughout  the  region  to  conduct  duties. 
Monitoring  restitution  payments. 
Coordinating  prison  inmate  furloughs. 
Contacting  collateral  references,  such  as  employers. 


The  Current  Probation 
and  Parole  Process 


We  reviewed  a  random  sample  of  adult  probation  and  parole  case 
files  and  interviewed  PPB  staff  on  a  statewide  basis.   We  reviewed 
a  total  of  64  case  files  located  at  various  locations  including  all  five 
of  the  regional  offices  and  eight  satellite  offices  (Shelby,  Libby, 
Hamilton,  Butte,  Livingston,  Bozeman,  Hardin,  Poison).    Our 
random  sample  included  both  female  (23  percent)  and  male 
(77  percent)  offenders.    Case  files  reviewed  included:  offenders 
currently  on  probation,  parole,  or  returning  to  prison. 


Bureau  Files  Document 
Compliance  with 
Supervision  Standards 


The  first  step  of  our  file  review  was  to  determine  if  field  staff 
comply  with  established  supervision  criteria  and  if  assessments 
were  conducted  as  required  in  the  bureau's  policy  and  procedures 
manual.    Bureau  policy  requires  the  officer  to  re-evaluate  these 
areas  every  six  months  to  determine  if  any  factors  have  changed. 
Overall,  we  found  field  staff  comply  with  this  policy. 


Interviews  with  field  staff  and  audit  observations  revealed  the  most 
common  officer  contacts  with  offenders  were  brief  face  to  face 
office  visits  which  generally  last  5-15  minutes.    Home  visits  were 
infrequent,  with  only  12  documented  in  the  64  sampled  files.    Files 
indicated  average  length  of  supervision  was  38  months 


Areas  of  Potential  Policy 

Noncompliance 

Identified 


In  addition  to  testing  compliance  with  supervision  standards,  we 
examined  other  prescribed  policies  and  procedures  related  to  the 
supervision  process.    Based  on  this  testing,  we  noted  several 
procedural  inconsistencies  and  policy  noncompliance  areas. 
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Drug  and  Alcohol 
Analyses 


Procedures  for  obtaining  urine  samples  from  offenders  for  drug 
and  alcohol  analysis  varied  extensively  between  regions  and  even 
between  satellite  offices  within  a  region.    Although  bureau  policy 
prohibits  use  of  administrative  assistants  for  sample  collection, 
some  offices  have  only  one  officer  to  supervise  all  offenders  in  that 
area.    This  limits  staffs  ability  to  take  samples  from  offenders  of 
either  gender.    Subsequently,  administrative  assistants  are  used, 
despite  noncompliance  with  bureau  policy. 


Evidence  Controls 


Field  office  procedures  were  also  inconsistent  for  processing  and 
storing  evidence  seized  during  searches  of  offender  homes  or 
vehicles.   Bureau  policy  requires  evidence  to  be  labeled  with  date, 
time,  and  location  of  seized  property.   Policy  also  requires 
evidence  to  be  stored  in  a  "secure"  setting.    We  observed  evidence 
behind  officer's  desks,  in  unlocked  boxes  and  lockers,  and  next  to 
reception  desks.    Seized  evidence  was  generally  not  dated  or 
labeled.    Staff  interviews  indicated  varying  procedures  regarding 
evidence  disposal  with  some  evidence  taken  to  law  enforcement, 
some  disposed  of  by  officers,  and  some  just  sitting  in  field  offices 
for  indeterminate  periods  of  time. 


Assessment  Overrides 


If  supervising  officers  identify  additional  factors  which  could 
impact  needed  supervision,  officers  can  request  an  "override"  of 
the  offender's  supervision  assessment  score.    An  override  can  mean 
more  or  less  contact  with  offenders.    The  officer  must  document 
override  reasons  and  submit  a  request  with  a  recommended  change 
in  supervision  level  to  the  applicable  regional  supervisor. 
Although  we  found  compliance  with  the  documentation 
requirements,  bureau  policy  states  overrides  are  intended  for 
occasional  use  and  are  to  be  completed  on  a  case  by  case  basis.   In 
reviewing  the  64  sampled  files,  20  percent  of  the  files  had 
overrides.    A  higher  level  of  supervision  was  recommended  in 
46  percent  of  these  overrides. 
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Organization  of  File 
Information 


Another  area  of  policy  compliance  inconsistency  was  field  file 
organization.    Although  bureau  policy  addresses  this  area,  we 
found  staff  are  not  generally  following  prescribed  guidelines. 
Duplicate  file  information  was  found  in  most  files  and  forms  were 
often  in  no  particular  order.    While  satellite  office  files  were 
generally  organized  better  than  regional  office  files,  it  was  often 
time-consuming  or  difficult  to  analyze  case  files  in  most  of  the 
offices  visited.    Interviews  with  bureau  staff  indicated  only  a 
limited  willingness  to  comply  with  the  file  organization  policy. 


Probation  and  Parole 
Violations 


Bureau  policy  requires  a  violation  report  if  the  probation  and 
parole  officer  has  determined  a  return  to  incarceration  or  appear- 
ance before  the  judge  is  warranted.    Violations  may  cover  a  wide 
range  of  activities  and  generally  relate  to  conditions  outlined  in  the 
original  sentence  or  BOP  requirements  pertaining  to  residence, 
travel,  employment,  weapons,  and  reporting  requirements.    A 
violation  could  be  a  positive  alcohol  test,  a  traffic  violation,  or 
missing  a  meeting  with  their  probation  and  parole  officer.    In  the 
64  files  reviewed,  there  were  167  violations  documented,  but  only 
1 1  files  included  a  violation  report  which  resulted  in  a  change  in 
the  offender's  supervision.    It  was  determined  there  is  a  substantial 
amount  of  discretionary  decision-making  by  officers  in  regard  to 
developing  reports  of  violation. 


Staff  Monitoring  Can 
Be  Improved 


To  meet  audit  objectives,  we  examined  and  documented  major  field 
activities  of  the  PPB  for  adult  probation  and  parole.   Overall,  we 
found  compliance  with  the  bureau's  policy  on  supervision  standards 
but  also  noted  areas  of  noncompliance.    Currently,  regional 
supervisors  periodically  evaluate  file  documentation  to  determine 
compliance  with  supervision  standards.    However,  we  found 
limited  management  review  occurring  in  areas  outside  supervision 
standards.    This  limited  review  contributes  to  the  noncompliance 
incidents  noted  with  bureau  policies  and  procedures.    The  current 
staff  monitoring  process  should  be  expanded  to  improve  compre- 
hensive compliance  with  bureau  policies. 
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Is  the  Bureau  Measur- 
ing Effectiveness? 


While  we  believe  the  bureau  has  developed  a  foundation  for  an 
effective  probation  and  parole  system,  additional  management 
controls  are  needed. 


However,  the  bureau  has  not  formally  identified  and  established  a 
system  to  measure  desired  probation  and  parole  outcomes. 
Without  a  management  process  which  establishes  and  measures 
desired  outcomes,  the  question  of  whether  the  probation  and  parole 
system  is  effective  is  a  matter  of  subjective  interpretations.    For 
example,  there  are  varying  definitions  of  what  constitutes  program 
success  throughout  the  field  of  adult  corrections.    Terms  such  as 
"recidivism"  and  "rehabilitation"  can  and  do  mean  different  things 
to  different  people.    Consequently,  when  30  percent  of  the  prison 
population  are  offenders  who  failed  probation  or  parole,  there  is  no 
established  benchmark  to  determine  whether  this  percentage  is  a 
positive  or  negative  indicator  of  program  success. 

Currently,  the  state  expends  approximately  $6  million  of  General 
Fund  money  annually  on  probation  and  parole  programs.    The 
audit  findings  state  there  is  not  enough  information  available  about 
probation  and  parole  success  to  fully  determine  effectiveness 
relative  to  legislative  mandate  and  the  funding  provided.    For 
example,  PPB  should  have  the  capability  to  answer  the  following 
type  of  programmatic  questions: 

—  What  is  the  impact  of  intervention  hearings  on  offender 
behavior? 

—  Are  recidivism  rates  higher  for  ISP  participants? 

—  How  many  probation/parole  violations  on  average  occur  prior  to 
completion  of  offender  violation  reports  and  revocation 
hearings? 

The  next  step  in  the  management  process  is  to  define  and  develop 
desired  program  outcomes,  then  establish  a  system  which  can 
measure  those  outcomes.    Until  these  steps  are  taken,  overall 
effectiveness  of  probation  and  parole  will  remain  a  matter  of 
interpretation. 
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Introduction 


Performance  audit  work  at  the  Probation  and  Parole  Bureau  (PPB) 
within  the  Department  of  Corrections  (DOC)  was  requested  by  the 
Legislative  Audit  Committee.    The  DOC  has  statutory 
responsibility  for  administering  adult  felony  corrections  programs, 
including  community  correction  services.    Currently,  these  services 
are  provided  through  the  Community  Corrections  Division 
(division)  of  the  department.    The  PPB  within  the  division 
supervises  adult  felony  offenders  placed  on  probation  or  parole  in 
communities  throughout  the  state.    The  bureau's  supervisory  role 
in  communities  includes  counseling,  coordinating  treatment  and 
rehabilitation  services,  and  overseeing  both  probationers  and 
parolees  to  ensure  public  safety  by  re-integrating  criminal  offenders 
back  into  society. 


Our  limited  scope  performance  audit  concentrated  on  the  division's 
adult  probation  and  parole  functions.    Although  this  report  provides 
an  overview  of  various  key  components  of  community  corrections, 
audit  scope  was  limited  to  the  general  probation  and  parole  process 
rather  than  specific  community  corrections  programs.    Areas  for 
potential  audit  were  briefly  surveyed.    We  identified  areas  which 
will  impact  future  operations,  such  as  the  recently  established 
sentencing  commission  and  department  reorganization. 


Audit  Objectives 


Our  general  audit  objectives  were  to: 


1.  Develop  an  understanding  of  adult  probation  and  parole  pro- 
grams and  procedures. 

2.  Examine  the  actual  probation  and  parole  process  to  determine 
the  type  and  amount  of  offender  supervision  provided  and  the 
controls  over  the  process. 

3.  Determine  staff  compliance  with  bureau  policies. 

4.  Identify  potential  areas  for  future  performance  audits. 

We  attempted  to  extend  audit  testing  to  examine  the  bureau's 
system  to  measure  program  outcomes.    Our  ability  to  meet  this 
audit  objective  was  limited  due  to  constraints  of  the  current 
management  information  systems  used  by  the  bureau.    The  bureau 
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does  not  have  a  comprehensive  tracking  system  for  compiling 
results  of  key  probation  and  parole  activities.    While  limited  data 
systems  are  in  place  to  compile  basic  information  on  activities  and 
overall  trends,  the  current  automated  system  does  not  include  data 
to  track  and  evaluate  the  bureau's  program  outcomes. 


Audit  Scope  and  Meth- 
odology 


Audit  scope  included  documenting  bureau  activities  which  occur 
after  an  offender  is  sentenced  to  supervision  provided  by  DOC.    To 
document  the  adult  probation  and  parole  process  on  a  statewide 
basis,  we  selected  a  random  sample  of  64  offenders  from  the 
DOC's  adult  corrections  electronic  database.   Offenders  from  all 
five  department-designated  geographic  regions  were  selected. 
Specific  activities  documented  included: 


Compliance  with  supervision  standards. 
Number  and  type  of  violations  for  each  offender. 
Length  of  time  offenders  were  supervised  by  bureau  staff. 

Offender  services,  such  as  pre-release  and  counseling  services, 
provided  by  private  agencies  were  not  specifically  examined, 
however,  directors  of  pre-release  centers  were  interviewed. 
Offenders  were  not  interviewed  to  determine  their  perceptions  of 
bureau  programs  and  activities. 

Interviews  were  conducted  with  bureau  staff  to  clarify  file  docu- 
mentation.   We  also  attended  various  types  of  hearings  which 
determine  offender  movement  between  programs.    These  hearings 
included: 

Board  of  Pardons. 
Parole  revocation. 
Disciplinary. 
Intervention. 

Management  processes  used  to  direct  staff  and  organize  operations 
were  identified.    Program  coordination  and  communication  were 
reviewed.    Electronic  and  manual  data  systems  were  examined  to 
determine  type  and  accuracy  of  management  information  provided 
to  bureau  and  department  management  staff. 
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Overall  audit  findings  and  conclusions  were  compared  to  applicable 
statutory  language  to  determine  if  legislative  intent  and  public 
policy  were  followed.    Program  issues  were  identified  and 
discussed  with  department  staff  to  determine  their  perceptions  and 
input  on  possible  changes  or  solutions.    These  findings  were 
discussed  with  department  management. 

This  audit  was  conducted  in  accordance  with  governmental  auditing 
standards  for  performance  audits. 


Changes  That  Will 
Impact  Community 
Corrections  Programs 


Sentencing  Commission 
Study 


The  1995  Legislature  passed  several  bills  to  change  sentencing  and 
good  time  parole  provisions  of  Montana  statutes.    To  examine  the 
impact  of  these  changes,  the  legislature  created  a  Commission  on 
Sentencing  (section  46-18-130,  MCA).    Commission  members 
include  legislators,  state  corrections  staff,  attorneys,  judges,  and 
various  law  enforcement  personnel.    Proposed  changes  to  sentenc- 
ing guidelines  may  have  a  significant  impact  on  future  community 
corrections  processes  and  workloads.    This  commission  may  make 
recommendations  to  the  1997  Legislature  concerning  sentencing  or 
correctional  statutes. 


Department 
Reorganization 


In  July  1995  juvenile  corrections  functions  administered  by  the  now 
defunct  Department  of  Family  Services  were  transferred  to  DOC. 
In  response  to  this  change  and  to  evaluate  their  past  operations,  the 
department  developed  a  task  force  to  review  department  organiza- 
tion and  reporting  structure.    Areas  such  as  prison  warden 
restructuring  and  boot  camp  supervision  were  examined.    Based  on 
this  review  and  the  addition  of  new  programs,  DOC  is  in  the 
process  of  establishing  a  new  administrative  structure.    The 
Community  Corrections  Division  is  being  expanded  to  include 
several  juvenile  corrections  functions.    Due  to  on-going  changes, 
we  did  not  examine  the  impact  on  bureau  operations. 
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Potential  Future  Areas  During  the  course  of  this  audit  we  identified  several  areas  to  be 

for  Study  considered  for  further  study. 

Automated  Correction  Information  System  (ACIS)  -  The  current 
management  information  system  used  by  PPB  is  ACIS.    This 
system  is  utilized  by  department  staff  to  record  various  offender 
information.    The  most  significant  limitation  of  this  current  system 
is  none  of  the  PPB  field  staff  have  electronic  access  to  system  data. 
Although  field  staff  spend  considerable  time  filling  out  forms  for 
this  system,  they  cannot  review  past  criminal  history  or  prison 
activity  without  the  paper  file  or  without  making  a  phone  call  to 
bureau  central  office  staff. 

Another  major  ACIS  limitation  is  it  currently  does  not  provide 
regional  or  statewide  community  corrections  activity  reports  to 
measure  program  success.    None  of  the  probation  and  parole  staffs 
day-to-day  activities,  such  as  meetings  with  offenders,  issuing 
warrants  or  conducting  investigations,  are  recorded  on  this  system. 
Although  the  bureau  has  a  manual  system  for  recording  some  of 
these  activities,  this  data  is  not  verified  or  cross-checked  against 
electronic  program  data  or  hard  copy  files.    This  limits  manage- 
ment's and  the  legislature's  ability  to  evaluate  program  outcomes. 

General  and  application  control  weaknesses  were  also  identified. 
Controls  over  this  computer  system  and  the  system  development 
process  within  the  department  appear  to  be  limited.    Some  controls, 
such  as  input  and  processing  controls,  are  not  in  place.    System 
development  issues  such  as  purchasing  computer  equipment  before 
developing  an  automation  plan  were  identified  during  our  audit 
work.    Future  audit  work  could  address  control  weaknesses  and 
overall  effectiveness  of  management  information. 

Board  of  Pardons  -  The  board  and  its  staff  play  a  key  role  in  the 
probation  and  parole  process.    The  board  meets  monthly  to  review 
offender  parole  eligibility,  evaluate  plans  for  release  on  parole,  and 
conduct  various  types  of  hearings.    The  board's  decisions  impact 
not  only  prison  populations,  but  also  the  number  of  parolees  in  the 
community  corrections  system.    Criteria  and  procedures  for  the 
board's  decision-making  were  not  specifically  examined  in  this 
audit.    A  future  audit  could  examine  this  area  in  detail. 

Intensive  Supervision  Program  (ISP)  -  This  community  corrections 
program  has  been  developed  by  the  department  to  provide  a 
diversionary  program  for  probationers  going  to  prison,  parolees 
who  would  otherwise  not  be  released,  and  as  a  placement  option 
for  sentencing  judges.    Supervision  typically  consists  of  an 
increased  level  of  probation  and  parole  officer  involvement  with  the 
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offender  which  begins  with  electronic  monitoring,  rigid  restrictions 
on  discretionary  time,  and  drug  testing.    Participants  successfully 
completing  ISP  move  into  traditional  probation  and  parole 
programs.    In  October  1995,  there  were  107  offenders  being 
supervised  in  this  program.    In  response  to  increased 
appropriations  for  community  corrections  programs,  the  department 
is  expanding  this  program  throughout  the  state.    During  fiscal  year 
1994-95,  there  were  10  ISP  officers  with  an  average  monthly 
caseload  of  1 1  offenders  for  each  officer.    Six  additional  ISP 
officers  are  being  added  in  the  next  year. 

Program  intent  is  to  help  with  prison  over-crowding  by  providing 
another  alternative  to  incarceration.    Staff  interviews  indicated 
program  participants  actually  have  a  higher  rate  of  return  to  prison 
than  traditional  probation  and  parole  participants  due  to  more 
vigilant  division  supervision.    Issues  that  could  be  addressed  during 
a  future  audit  may  include  the  following: 

Type  of  offender  served. 

Cost  benefit  analysis  (program  funding  versus  number  of 
offenders  served). 

Program  outcomes. 

Pre-Release  Centers  -  The  division  contracts  with  nonprofit  corp- 
orations to  operate  pre-release  centers  in  Billings,  Missoula,  Great 
Falls,  and  Butte.    The  1995  Legislature  increased  funding  for  room 
and  board  contracts  with  privatized  pre-release  centers  to 
approximately  $5.3  million  for  fiscal  year  1995-96  and 
$5.8  million  for  fiscal  year  1996-97.    Additional  funding  was 
designated  for  163  more  pre-release  beds  at  $32  per  day. 
Currently  there  are  approximately  270  beds  used  at  the  centers. 
Placement  into  a  pre-release  center  benefits  inmates  by  providing  a 
gradual  transition  from  institutional  incarceration  to  community 
life.    Pre-release  residents  may  be  required  to  participate  in 
counseling  and/or  treatment  and  must  be  employed.    Offenders 
generally  pay  a  $10  per  diem  rate  to  stay  at  the  center  although  this 
fee  may  be  adjusted,  depending  upon  the  offender's  economic 
status. 

Offenders  wanting  to  be  placed  in  a  pre-release  center  are  screened 
for  suitability  by  a  local  pre-screening  committee  consisting  of  pre- 
release center  staff,  bureau  staff,  and  local  law  enforcement.    The 
screening  committee  reviews  all  available  background  information 
and  either  accepts  or  denies  placement  into  the  applicable  center. 
Offenders  generally  reside  at  the  centers  for  six  months.    Due  to 
the  high  dollar  amounts  spent  and  funding  increases  in  this  area,  a 
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future  audit  may  be  useful  in  evaluating  the  effectiveness  of  pre- 
release services. 


Management  During  the  course  of  the  audit,  we  sent  management  memorandums 

Memorandum  on  issues  which  were  less  significant.    The  issues  included: 

Define  measurable  management  objectives  for  bureau 

operations. 

Duplicate  file  information. 

Adopt  records  retention  policies  and  tracking  records. 
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Introduction 


This  chapter  describes  information  we  compiled  to  develop  an 
understanding  of  the  adult  probation  and  parole  process.  The 
various  components  of  this  process,  bureau  staff,  district  court 
judges,  and  the  Board  of  Pardons  (BOP)  are  discussed. 


Probation  and  Parole 
Administration 


As  authorized  in  statute.  Probation  and  Parole  Bureau's  (PPB) 
primary  function  is  to  provide  supervision  of  convicted  adult  felons 
and  misdemeanants  in  the  community.    Central  office  staff  include 
the  bureau  chief,  an  interstate  compact  supervisor,  a  pre-release 
program  officer,  an  administrative  officer,  and  two  support  staff. 
The  following  figure  illustrates  number  of  staff  within  each  of  the 
five  regions. 


MISSOULA 

FIELD 

OFFICE 

20  FTE 


MSP 
OFFICE 
4  FTE 


Figure  1 

Probation  and  Parole  Bureau  Organization 


PROBATION  AND  PAROLE 
BUREAU  CHIEF 


HELENA 
FIELD 
OFFICE 
30  FTE 


GREAT 
FALLS 
FIELD 
OFFICE 
27  FTE 


BILLINGS 
FIELD 
OFFICE 
32  FTE 


WCC 

OFFICE 

1  FTE 


Montana  State  Prison 

Uonien's  Correctional  Center 

Swan  River  Correctional  Training  Center 


KALISPELL 
FIELD 
OFFICE 
22  FTE 


SRCTC 
1.5  FTE 


Source:  Compiled  by  Legislative  Audit  Division  from 
department  records. 
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PPB  employees  are  located  throughout  five  designated  geographic 
regions  with  satellite  offices  in  outlying  areas.  There  is  a  regional 
supervisor  for  each  region  along  with  varying  levels  of  probation 
and  parole  officers  and  administrative  support  personnel.  In  four 
regions;  Missoula,  Helena,  Great  Falls  and  Billings;  a  designated 
probation  and  parole  officer  functions  as  a  program  liaison  with  the 
pre-release  center  in  their  region.  The  following  figure  illustrates 
location  of  the  regional  and  satellite  offices. 


Figure  2 

Probation  and  Parole  Program  Offices 


"^    Regional  Offices 


Satellite  Offices 


Source:     Coofiiled  by  Legislative  Audit  Division  from 
department   records. 


In  addition  to  probation  and  parole  officers  throughout  the  state, 
the  bureau  has  institutional  probation  and  parole  officers  at 
Montana  State  Prison  (MSP),  Women's  Correctional  Center 
(WCC),  and  Swan  River  Correctional  Training  Center  (SRCTC). 
These  officers  play  a  key  role  in  evaluating  and  assisting  offenders 
who  request  placement  in  a  community  after  being  incarcerated. 
Institutional  officers  assist  offenders  in  developing  parole  plans  and 
tracking  offender  progress  toward  requirements  imposed  by  the 
district  court,  department,  and/or  BOP.    Bureau  plans  currently 
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include  designating  specific  probation  and  parole  officers  to  assist 
offenders  placed  in  proposed  regional  prisons. 


What  is  Probation  and 
Parole? 


PPB  is  responsible  for  supervising  offenders  placed  in  the  commu- 
nity by  either  judges  or  BOP.    Probation  and  parole  officers  are  the 
staff  who  actually  provide  supervision  of  offenders.    Their  primary 
duties  include: 


Monitoring  offender's  compliance  with  probation  or  parole 
conditions. 

Testifying  in  hearings. 

Conducting  investigations  and  writing  reports  requested  by 
judges. 

Observing  offender  movements  and  activities. 

Traveling  throughout  the  region  to  conduct  duties. 

Monitoring  restitution  payments. 

Coordinating  prison  inmate  furloughs. 

Contacting  collateral  references,  such  as  employers. 

The  bureau  has  designated  several  programs  for  providing  services. 
These  programs  primarily  include: 

Probation  and  Parole. 
Intensive  Supervision  Program. 
Interstate  Compact. 


Probation 


District  court  judges  are  responsible  for  initially  sentencing 
offenders  to  either  probation  or  imprisonment.    Pre-sentence 
investigations  by  a  probation  and  parole  officer  are  typically 
requested  by  judges  prior  to  sentencing  to  gather  additional  back- 
ground information  on  offenders.   Judges  must  also  revoke 
probation  conditions  and  send  offenders  to  prison  when  significant 
violations  to  those  conditions  are  identified.    There  are  approxi- 
mately 4,300  offenders  currently  on  probation.    In  addition,  section 
46-18-201  (e),  MCA,  gives  district  court  judges  the  option  of 
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sentencing  an  offender  to  the  Department  of  Corrections  for  assess- 
ment and  possible  placement  into  a  community  pre-release  center, 
state  prison,  the  intensive  supervision  program,  or  other 
community  programs.    Based  upon  the  assessment,  the  regional 
supervisor  recommends  placement  of  the  offender. 


Parole 


The  BOP  plays  a  significant  role  in  the  adult  community 
corrections  system.    The  four  members  of  the  BOP  hire  personnel 
and  use  their  quasi-judicial  and  policy-making  function 
independently  of  the  Department  of  Corrections.    Board  staff  work 
in  conjunction  with  prison  officials  and  bureau  officers  to  evaluate 
an  inmate's  eligibility  for  parole.   The  staff  then  make 
recommendations  to  the  board  based  on  their  findings.    BOP's 
principle  objective  is  to  grant  inmate  releases  from  prison  into  the 
community  prior  to  sentence  completion  while  still  fully  protecting 
society.    When  granted  parole,  an  inmate  is  subject  to  board- 
mandated  conditions.    There  were  approximately  700  offenders  on 
parole  in  October  1995.    The  BOP  is  also  responsible  for  revoking 
parole  and  return  of  offenders  to  prison. 


Intensive  Supervision 
Program 


An  alternative  to  prison  developed  by  the  department  is  the 
Intensive  Supervision  Program  (ISP).    This  program  is  designed  to 
provide  more  intensive  supervision  to  adult  felony  offenders  than 
traditional  probation  and  parole.    It  is  used  for  offenders  who 
would  otherwise  be  sentenced  to  prison,  prison  inmates  who 
otherwise  would  not  be  granted  a  parole,  and  parole  violators  who 
would  have  been  returned  to  prison.    Approximately  100  offenders 
are  supervised  in  this  program  at  any  one  time.    The  program  has 
two  goals:    1)  to  provide  the  sentencing  court  a  placement  option 
which  is  restrictive  but  also  enhances  public  safety  and  establishes 
treatment  objectives;  and,  2)  to  help  decrease  population  burdens  at 
MSP  and  WCC.    Currently  there  are  ISP  programs  in  Missoula, 
Billings,  Kalispell,  Bozeman,  and  Great  Falls.    All  offenders 
recommended  for  acceptance  to  ISP  are  screened  by  a  committee  of 
local  criminal  justice  system  personnel.    If  an  offender  is  denied 
placement,  other  options  such  as  traditional  probation/parole,  pre- 
release center  placement,  or  other  ISP  programs  are  considered. 
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Offenders  must  have  a  residence  and  a  telephone  to  qualify'  for  the 
ISP.    Program  requirements  include  electronic  monitoring,  random 
drug  testing,  frequent  face  to  face  meetings  with  bureau  ISP 
officers,  weekly  phone  contacts,  random  vehicle  and  residence 
searches,  and  maintenance  of  a  specific  schedule.    Full-time 
employment  and/or  enrollment  in  an  educational  program  must  be 
maintained.    Community  service  and  treatment  programs  are  other 
possible  conditions  to  program  participation.    ISP  officers  must 
approve  visitors  to  offenders'  homes  and  other  persons  residing  at 
their  residence. 

Program  length  is  typically  nine  months  but  may  be  extended  if 
recommended  by  the  ISP  probation  and  parole  officer.    If  offenders 
appear  to  have  met  all  program  requirements,  bureau  staff  transfer 
the  offender  to  regular  probation  or  parole  supervision.    If  an 
offender  violates  sentencing  or  program  requirements,  then  she/he 
can  be  returned  to  prison,  a  pre-release  center,  or  to  the  judge  for 
sentence  review. 


Interstate  Compact  The  Interstate  Compact  (IC)  transfer  program  is  a  formal  agree- 

ment between  states  to  allow  probationers  and  parolees  to  relocate 
to  another  state  to  complete  their  sentence.    Generally,  probationers 
and  parolees  may  move  to  another  state  if  they  have  gainful 
employment  or  family  ties  in  that  state.    When  an  offender  applies 
for  IC,  the  application  is  forwarded  to  the  correctional  agency  in 
the  receiving  state.    If  a  state  accepts  the  transfer,  they  also  assume 
responsibility  for  supervising  the  offender.    As  of  July  1,  1995 
there  were  280  probationers  and  72  parolees  from  other  states 
supervised  in  Montana.    The  offender  is  required  to  follow  all 
conditions  of  probation  or  parole  as  well  as  any  special  conditions 
imposed  by  the  receiving  state.   The  sentencing  judge  retains 
jurisdiction  to  revoke  probation  of  offenders  in  the  IC  program. 
Similarly,  the  person/agency  granting  parole  retains  jurisdiction  of 
parolees  in  the  IC  program.    As  of  October  1995,  692  probationers 
and  104  parolees  from  Montana  were  being  supervised  in  other 
states. 
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Who  is  Supervised  by  Community  supervision  encompasses  both  male  and  female 

PPB  Staff?  offenders  serving  probationary  sentences  and/or  parole.   Felony 

offenders  and  misdemeanants  can  be  supervised  by  PPB  staff. 
Felony  offenders  sentenced  via  a  direct  commitment  to  the  depart- 
ment from  the  sentencing  judge  have  prison  inmate  status  and  are 
held  in  county  jails  until  the  offender  has  been  classified  and  placed 
within  the  corrections  system  by  PPB  regional  supervisors. 

The  majority  of  offenders  in  the  adult  corrections  system  are  under 
supervision  of  PPB  staff.    The  average  daily  population  at  MSP  for 
fiscal  year  1994-95  was  1,295  offenders  and  the  WCC  houses 
approximately  45  inmates  daily.    However,  the  number  of 
offenders  supervised  by  the  PPB  is  significantly  higher,  with  5,034 
offenders  supervised  as  of  October  1995.    The  following  figure 
illustrates  the  average  daily  offender  population  supervised  by  the 
various  department  entities  for  the  past  six  years. 
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Figure  3 

Average  Daily  Populations  of  Montana  Adult  Corrections  Programs 
For  Fiscal  Years  1990  through  1995 


Thousands 


IPPB 

I  Pre-Release 

I  Prisons 


1990   1991   1992   1993   1994   1995 
Source:  Conpiled  by  Legislative  Audit  Division  from 

department  records. 


How  are  Offenders 
Supervised? 


PPB  community  supervision  is  relatively  the  same  for  both  proba- 
tioners and  parolees.    PPB  has  developed  supervision  standards 
which  are  formal  criteria  for  frequency  and  type  of  contact  needed 
between  officers  and  probationers  and  parolees.    After  an  offender 
is  assigned  to  a  probation  and  parole  officer  by  a  regional 
supervisor,  the  officer  reviews  numerous  factors  relating  to  the  risk 
posed  by  the  offender  and  any  specific  needs  which  could  be 
addressed  when  placed  in  the  community.    These  factors  are 
assessed  and  scored  by  probation  and  parole  officers  to  place  the 
offender  into  an  applicable  supervision  category.    This  score  is  re- 
evaluated every  six  months  during  PPB  supervision.    The  following 
table  lists  the  six  different  levels  of  supervision  and  offender 
reporting  requirements  used  by  the  bureau. 
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Table    1 

PPB  Sipervision  Standards 
For  Probation  and  Parole 

Category 

Face    to    Face 
Contact 

Written 
Report 

Home 
Visits 

Collateral 
Contacts 

Extended 

Weekly 

Monthly 

Monthly 

Monthly 

Maximum 

Twice    a   Month 

Monthly 

Optional 

Optional 

Medium 

Monthly 

Monthly 

Optional 

Optional 

Minimum 

Quarterly 

Quarterly 

Optional 

Optional 

Administrative 

Semi -Annual 

Semi-Annual 

Optional 

Optional 

Conditional 
Discharge* 

None 

Annual 

Optional 

Optional 

-^'District    Court    a 
Source:     Confiiled  by  Lej 

nd/or   BOP    approval    required 
islative  Audit  Division  from  department   records. 

PPB  policy  requires  a  system  to  protect  the  public,  offenders,  and 
staff  and  to  maintain  order  in  the  community.    If  a  probationer  or 
parolee  fails  to  comply  with  sentencing  and  supervision  conditions, 
the  supervising  officer  may  use  alternative  sanctions  and/or  develop 
a  strategy  to  get  an  offender  to  achieve  compliance,  prior  to  a 
formal  revocation.    Bureau  policy  states  intermediate  sanctions  will 
be  explored  in  every  potential  revocation  case  without  jeopardizing 
the  safety  of  the  community,  with  increasing  levels  of  consequences 
if  violations  continue. 

For  adult  community  corrections  programs,  there  are  designated 
policies  for  corrective  actions  to  be  taken.    Disciplinary  hearings 
are  conducted  for  infractions  at  the  pre-release  centers. 
Intervention  and  on-site  hearings  are  held  for  probation  and  parole 
violations  in  the  community. 

If  alternative  sanctions  do  not  appear  to  work,  the  officer  can 
submit  a  violation  report  to  the  applicable  district  court  judge  or 


Page  14 


Chapter  11  -  Background 


BOP  with  recommendations  for  revocation  of  an  offender's  proba- 
tion or  parole. 


Program  Funding 
Levels 


Additional  funding  was  provided  for  expanded  community  correc- 
tions programs,  staff,  and  equipment  starting  fiscal  year  1995-96. 
The  following  table  shows  funding  for  adult  probation  and  parole 
programs  for  fiscal  years  1994-95,  1995-96,  and  1996-97. 


Table    2 
Probation  and  Parole  Bureau  Figriing 


Fiscal   Year 
1994-95 
1995-96 
1996-97 


Source:     Department  of  Corrections   records. 


Funding 

$3,789,425 

5,633,581 

5,245,826 


General  Fund  money  is  the  primary  funding  source  for  adult 
probation  and  parole.    Another  source  of  funding  is  supervision 
fees.    Section  46-23-103 l(l)(a).  MCA,  mandates  payment  of  a 
$120  per  year  ($10  per  month)  supervisory  fee  from  each 
probationer  or  parolee  under  department  supervision.    The  fee  is 
collected  by  the  district  court  and  deposited  in  a  state  special 
revenue  account  after  the  administrative  cost  of  collecting  and 
accounting  for  the  fees  is  deducted.    The  department  is  authorized 
to  spend  these  funds  for  equipment  and  training  for  adult  probation 
and  parole  staff.    The  department  received  spending  authority  of 
$137,300  per  year  from  supervisory  fees  for  the  1995-97  biennium. 
The  department  also  received  approval  to  use  money  from  federal 
forfeiture  funds  for  adult  probation  and  parole  officers"  training 
and  equipment.    According  to  department  officials  there  are  plans 
to  use  supervisory  fee  moneys  to  address  equipment  and  safety 
concerns  during  this  fiscal  year. 
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Introduction 


To  evaluate  probation  and  parole  activities,  we  reviewed  a  random 
sample  of  adult  probation  and  parole  files  and  interviewed 
Probation  and  Parole  Bureau  (PPB)  staff  on  a  statewide  basis.   This 
chapter  describes  the  testing  performed  and  summarizes  our 
findings.    Areas  of  potential  policy  noncompliance  and  procedural 
inconsistencies  in  the  current  process  are  discussed. 


What  Type  of  Files  Did 
We  Review? 


To  test  these  areas,  we  examined  offender  case  files  and 
interviewed  bureau  staff  within  each  designated  geographic  region. 
Probation  and  parole  officers  are  required  to  maintain  case  files  for 
each  supervised  offender.    Case  files  document: 

Police  reports. 

Offender  reports. 

Chronological  notes  of  offender  contacts. 

Travel  permits. 

Drug  screening  results. 

Probation  or  parole  plans  and  conditions. 

Sentencing  orders. 

Other  legal  information. 

We  reviewed  a  total  of  64  case  files  located  at  various  locations 
including  all  five  of  the  regional  offices  and  eight  satellite  offices 
(Shelby,  Libby,  Hamilton,  Butte,  Livingston,  Bozeman,  Hardin, 
Poison).    Our  random  sample  included  both  female  (23  percent) 
and  male  (77  percent)  offenders.    Case  files  reviewed  included: 
offenders  currently  on  probation,  parole,  or  returning  to  prison. 
The  following  figure  illustrates  offender  status  at  the  time  of  our 
review. 
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Figure  4 
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Source: 

Ccnpiled  by  Legislative  Audit  Division  from 

department  records. 

This  sample  is  reflective  of  the  percentage  population  of  offenders 
in  statewide  probation  and  parole  programs.  Probationers  are  the 
largest  portion  of  offenders  supervised  by  PPB. 


Bureau  Files  Document 
Compliance  with  Super- 
vision Standards 


The  first  step  of  our  file  review  was  to  determine  if  field  staff 
comply  with  established  supervision  criteria  and  if  assessments 
were  conducted  as  required  in  the  bureau's  policy  and  procedures 
manual. 


As  noted  earlier,  PPB  has  developed  a  risk  and  needs  assessment 
procedure  to  determine  the  level  of  offender  supervision  needed. 
Factors  such  as  employment,  alcohol/drug  usage,  criminal  history, 
new  offenses,  etc.  are  scored  by  probation  and  parole  officers. 
Bureau  policy  requires  the  officer  to  re-evaluate  these  areas  every 
six  months  to  determine  if  any  factors  have  changed.    Overall,  we 
found  field  staff  comply  with  this  policy  and  re-evaluate  the  level 
of  supervision  needed  as  required. 

Interviews  with  field  staff  and  audit  observations  revealed  officer 
contacts  with  offenders  range  from  offenders  signing  a  log  book  to 
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45  minute  interviews  with  probation  and  parole  officers.    The  most 
common  contacts  were  brief  face  to  face  office  visits  which 
generally  last  5-15  minutes.    Home  visits  were  infrequent,  with 
only  12  documented  in  the  64  sampled  files.    Files  indicated 
average  length  of  supervision  was  38  months. 


Areas  of  Potential  Policy 

Noncompliance 

Identifled 


In  addition  to  testing  compliance  with  supervision  standards,  we 
examined  other  prescribed  policies  and  procedures  related  to  the 
supervision  process.    To  complete  this  testing,  we  interviewed  the 
five  regional  supervisors,  five  probation  and  parole  officer  II's, 
three  Intensive  Supervision  Program  (ISP)  officers,  eleven  regular 
probation  and  parole  officers  and  several  administrative  support 
staff.    Based  on  this  testing,  we  noted  several  procedural  inconsis- 
tencies and  policy  noncompliance  areas. 


Drug  and  Alcohol 
Analyses 


Procedures  for  obtaining  urine  samples  from  offenders  for  drug 
and  alcohol  analysis  varied  extensively  between  regions  and  even 
between  satellite  offices  within  a  region.    Although  bureau  policy 
prohibits  use  of  administrative  assistants  for  sample  collection, 
some  offices  have  only  one  officer  to  supervise  all  offenders  in  that 
area.    This  limits  staffs  ability  to  take  samples  from  offenders  of 
either  gender.    Subsequently,  administrative  assistants  are  used, 
despite  noncompliance  with  bureau  policy. 


Evidence  Controls 


Field  office  procedures  were  also  inconsistent  for  processing  and 
storing  evidence  seized  during  searches  of  offender  homes  or 
vehicles.    Bureau  policy  requires  evidence  to  be  labeled  with  date, 
time,  and  location  of  seized  property.    Policy  also  requires 
evidence  to  be  stored  in  a  "secure"  setting.    We  observed  evidence 
behind  officer's  desks,  in  unlocked  boxes  and  lockers,  and  next  to 
reception  desks.    Seized  evidence  was  generally  not  dated  or 
labeled.    Staff  interviews  indicated  varying  procedures  regarding 
evidence  disposal  with  some  evidence  taken  to  law  enforcement, 
some  disposed  of  by  officers,  and  some  just  sitting  in  field  offices 
for  indeterminate  periods  of  time. 
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Assessment  Overrides 


If  supervising  officers  identify  additional  factors  which  could 
impact  needed  supervision,  officers  can  request  an  "override"  of 
the  assessment  score.    An  override  can  mean  more  or  less  contact 
with  offenders.    The  officer  must  document  override  reasons  and 
submit  a  request  with  a  recommended  change  in  supervision  level 
to  the  applicable  regional  supervisor.    Although  we  found 
compliance  with  the  documentation  requirements,  bureau  policy 
states  overrides  are  intended  for  occasional  use  and  are  to  be 
completed  on  a  case  by  case  basis.    In  reviewing  the  64  sampled 
files,  20  percent  of  the  files  had  overrides.    A  higher  level  of 
supervision  was  recommended  in  46  percent  of  these  overrides. 


Organization  of  File  Infor- 
mation 


Another  area  of  policy  compliance  inconsistency  was  field  file 
organization.    Although  bureau  policy  addresses  this  area,  we 
found  staff  are  not  generally  following  prescribed  guidelines. 
Duplicate  file  information  was  found  in  most  files  and  forms  were 
often  in  no  particular  order.    While  satellite  office  files  were 
generally  organized  better  than  regional  office  files,  it  was  often 
time-consuming  or  difficult  to  analyze  case  files  in  most  of  the 
offices  visited.    Interviews  with  bureau  staff  indicated  only  a 
limited  willingness  to  comply  with  the  file  organization  policy. 


Probation  and  Parole 
Violations 


Bureau  policy  requires  a  violation  report  if  the  probation  and 
parole  officer  has  determined  a  return  to  incarceration  or  appear- 
ance before  the  judge  is  warranted.    Violations  may  cover  a  wide 
range  of  activities  and  generally  relate  to  conditions  outlined  in  the 
original  sentence  or  Board  of  Pardons  (BOP)  requirements 
pertaining  to  residence,  travel,  employment,  weapons,  and 
reporting  requirements.    Special  conditions  may  be  specified  by  the 
sentencing  judge  or  the  BOP.    A  violation  could  be  a  positive 
alcohol  test,  a  traffic  violation,  or  missing  a  meeting  with  their 
probation  and  parole  officer.    In  the  64  files  reviewed,  there  were 
167  violations  documented.    The  following  table  illustrates  type 
and  number  of  files  with  violations  documented. 
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Table  3 

Nuitier  of  Files  With  Violations 

And  Types  of  Violations  Noted 

Violation  Type                             Number 

of  Files 

Special  conditions 

59 

Reporting 

24 

Drinking 

18 

Using  drugs 

17 

Residence 

10 

Travel 

7 

Incomplete  counseling 

6 

Employment 

5 

Weapons 

5 

Restitution 

5 

Fai I  pay  fines 

3 

Other* 

3 

Unknown** 

2 

Incomplete  community  service 

2 

Refused  drug  testing 

1 

Total 

167 

*  Gambling  or  victim  contact 

**  Violation  not  specified  in  file 

Source:    Conpiled  by  Legislative  Audit  Division  from 

department 

records. 

Of  the  64  files  reviewed,  there  were  36  files  with  documented 
violations,  but  only  1 1  files  included  a  violation  report  which 
resulted  in  a  change  in  the  offender's  supervision.    It  was  deter- 
mined there  is  a  substantial  amount  of  discretionary  decision- 
making by  officers  in  regard  to  developing  reports  of  violation. 
One  file  documented  nine  different  violations.    No  report  of 
violation  was  documented  in  the  file.    Violations  documented  in 
this  case  included  absconding,  alcohol/drug  use,  and  failure  to 
complete  community  service. 


Staff  Monitoring  Can 
Be  Improved 


To  meet  audit  objectives,  we  examined  and  documented  major  field 
activities  of  the  PPB  for  adult  probation  and  parole.    Overall,  we 
found  compliance  with  the  bureau's  policy  on  supervision  standards 
but  also  noted  areas  of  noncompliance.    Currently,  regional 
supervisors  periodically  evaluate  file  documentation  to  determine 
compliance  with  supervision  standards.    However,  we  found 
limited  management  review  occurring  in  areas  outside  supervision 
standards.    This  limited  review  contributes  to  the  noncompliance 
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incidents  noted  with  bureau  policies  and  procedures.  The  current 
staff  monitoring  process  should  be  expanded  to  improve  compre- 
hensive compliance  with  bureau  policies. 


Recommendation  ffl 

We  recommend  the  bureau  expand  staff  monitoring  to 
improve  compliance  with  policies  and  procedures. 


Overall  Management 
Controls  Over  the 
Current  Process 


As  the  final  step  of  our  review,  we  examined  other  applicable 
management  controls  over  the  probation  and  parole  process. 
Overall,  the  bureau  has  developed  a  responsive  management 
structure.    Our  conclusion  is  based  on  the  following  findings: 

-  Statewide  program  communication  occurs  frequently. 

-  Policies  and  procedures  are  accessible,  extensive,  and  up  to 
date. 

-  A  process  is  in  place  to  change/update  policies. 

-  Job  descriptions  are  current  and  appear  to  match  staff  duties. 
--     Staff  training  is  provided  regularly. 

-  Program  coordination  has  been  promoted  through  statewide 
tele-conferences  and  regional  meetings. 

-  The  reporting  structure  provides  a  system  for  communicating 
and  controlling  bureau  activities. 

Based  on  these  findings,  we  believe  the  bureau  has  developed  a 
foundation  for  an  effective  probation  and  parole  system.    However, 
additional  management  controls  are  needed  to  strengthen  this 
system.    Specifically,  the  next  step  is  to  define  and  develop 
program  outcomes.    The  next  chapter  discusses  suggestions  for 
addressing  this  area  to  improve  the  overall  probation  and  parole 
process. 
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Introduction 


In  this  report  we  identify  how  the  adult  probation  and  parole 
process  operates  and  offer  recommendations  for  improving 
Probation  and  Parole  Bureau  (PPB)  compliance.    The  following 
chapter  discusses  what  is  needed  to  begin  formally  assessing  the 
effectiveness  of  the  bureau's  probation  and  parole  process. 


What  Steps  Has  PPB 
Taken  to  Ensure  Legis- 
lative Policy  is 
Followed? 


The  corrections  policy  as  stated  in  Montana  statute  is:  "to  protect 
society  by  preventing  crime  through  punishment  and  rehabilitation 
of  the  convicted  and  to  use,  whenever  appropriate,  alternatives  to 
imprisonment  for  non-violent  offenders."    The  Montana 
Community  Corrections  Act,  section  53-30-301,  MCA,  was  passed 
to  encourage  development  of  community  corrections  programs  and 
reduce  court  commitments  to  the  state  correctional  facilities.    In 
response  to  these  mandates,  the  department  has  recently  revised  its 
mission  statement.    It  states: 


"The  Department  of  Corrections  is  dedicated  to  public  safety 
and  trust  by  holding  adult  and  juvenile  offenders  accountable 
for  their  actions  through  custody,  supervision,  treatment,  work, 
and  skill  development." 

This  mission  statement  and  legislative  policies  are  being  imple- 
mented by  the  PPB  primarily  through  established  supervision 
standards,  a  comprehensive  management  structure,  and  a  variety  of 
statewide  services. 


Is  the  Bureau  Measur- 
ing Effectiveness? 


Although  the  bureau  has  not  formally  identified  and  established  a 
system  to  measure  desired  probation  and  parole  outcomes,  manage- 
ment has  indicated  there  are  positive  indicators  of  program  success. 
These  include: 

~    Approximately  1 ,500  pre-sentence  investigations  and  reports 
were  completed  by  PPB  staff  in  the  past  year. 

-    Over  $1,000,000  in  restitution  and  $500,000  in  fines  were 
collected  from  offenders  during  the  last  fiscal  year. 
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-     In  fiscal  year  1994-95  there  were  1,112  offenders  discharged 
from  probation. 

However,  we  were  unable  to  identify  a  formal  methodology  used 
by  the  bureau  to  evaluate  these  areas  and  incorporate  the  resulting 
outcomes  into  a  program  plan. 

Without  a  management  process  to  establish  and  measure  desired 
outcomes,  the  question  of  whether  the  probation  and  parole  system 
is  effective  will  be  answered  through  subjective  interpretations  of 
various  observations.    We  made  a  number  of  observations  about 
overall  supervision  of  offenders  on  probation/parole.    These 
observations  include: 

1.  There  are  over  5,000  offenders  being  supervised  in  probation 
and  parole  programs  by  approximately  100  officers:  744 
parolees,  4,318  probationers,  and  1 13  in  ISP.    For  most  of 
these  5,000  offenders,  the  division's  supervision  often  consists 
of  "five  minute"  conversations  with  each  offender  once  or 
twice  a  month  in  a  PPB  office. 

2.  Officer  visits  to  an  offender's  home  or  workplace  are  very 
infrequent  for  offenders  placed  in  medium  or  lower  supervision 
levels. 

3.  A  violation  of  probation  and  parole  conditions  does  not 
necessarily  result  in  immediate  corrective  action  being  taken  by 
the  offender's  supervising  officer.    Often,  there  must  be 
multiple  technical  violations  before  formal  corrective  action  is 
taken  against  an  offender. 

4.  During  fiscal  year  1994-95,  approximately  30  percent  of  the 
inmates  at  Montana  State  Prison  were  there  as  a  result  of 
probation  and  parole  revocations. 

While  the  above  observations  could  be  perceived  as  negative 
program  outcomes  which  could  be  used  to  assess  system  effective- 
ness, it  is  important  to  recognize  there  are  contributing  factors  to 
each  observation.    First,  both  the  department  and  legislature  have 
sought  more  emphasis  on  community  corrections.    It  is  a  way  to 
reduce  prison  overcrowding  by  providing  judges  an  alternative  to 
prison  commitments.    As  a  result,  the  probation  and  parole 
population  has  meant  an  average  caseload  of  nearly  100  offenders 
per  officer  for  the  past  several  years. 
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Second,  with  the  "get  tough"  approach  on  crime  gathering 
increased  momentum,  Montana  State  Prison  has  consistently 
exceeded  capacity  limits  for  several  years.    The  average  daily 
population  has  been  over  1,200  inmates  since  1992,  although 
Department  of  Corrections  officials  have  attempted  to  reduce  the 
average  to  850.    Once  the  prison  reaches  capacity  limits,  there  are 
only  limited  options  for  addressing  the  problem.    Specifically,  this 
means  more  offenders  placed  on  either  probation  or  parole.    If 
parole,  it  is  typically  earlier  than  what  is  envisioned  by  either  the 
sentencing  judge  or  community  corrections  personnel. 

The  third  contributing  factor,  also  due  to  Montana  State  Prison 
continuously  operating  at  or  near  capacity,  is  the  probation/parole 
officers  must  show  significant  justification  for  wanting  to  revoke  an 
offender's  probation  or  parole  and  ultimately  add  to  the  prison 
population.    Subsequently,  an  officer's  response  to  technical  proba- 
tion/parole violations  often  results  in  administrative  sanctions,  such 
as  an  intervention  hearing  rather  than  a  more  serious  consequence 
for  an  offender. 

Finally,  there  are  varying  definitions  of  what  constitutes  program 
success  throughout  the  field  of  adult  corrections.    Terms  such  as 
"recidivism"  and  "rehabilitation"  can  and  do  mean  different  things 
to  different  people.    Additionally,  there  is  no  universal  standard  or 
criteria  in  place  to  measure  these  areas.    Consequently,  when  30 
percent  of  the  prison  population  are  offenders  who  failed  probation 
or  parole,  there  is  no  established  benchmark  to  determine  whether 
this  percentage  is  a  positive  or  negative  indicator  of  program 
success. 


Conclusion  Currently,  the  state  expends  approximately  $6  million  of  General 

Fund  money  annually  on  probation  and  parole  programs.    The 
audit  findings  state  there  is  not  enough  information  available  about 
probation  and  parole  success  to  fully  determine  effectiveness 
relative  to  legislative  mandate  and  the  funding  provided.    For 
example,  PPB  should  have  the  capability  to  answer  the  following 
type  of  programmatic  questions: 

--     What  is  the  impact  of  intervention  hearings  on  offender 
behavior? 
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—  Are  recidivism  rates  higher  for  ISP  participants? 

—  How  many  probation/parole  violations  on  average  occur  prior 
to  completion  of  offender  violation  reports  and  revocation 

hearings? 

While  we  believe  the  bureau  has  developed  a  foundation  for  an 
effective  probation  and  parole  system,  additional  management 
controls  are  needed.    Specifically,  the  next  step  in  the  management 
process  is  to  define  and  develop  desired  program  outcomes,  then 
establish  a  system  which  can  measure  those  outcomes.    Until  these 
steps  are  taken,  overall  effectiveness  of  probation  and  parole  will 
remain  a  matter  of  interpretation. 


Recommendation  #2 

We  recommend  the  bureau  develop: 

A.  Measurable  program  outcomes  to  define  effectiveness. 

B.  A  system  for  measuring  program  outcomes  on  a 
continual  basis. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  CORRECTIONS 


MARC  RACICOT,  GOVERNOR 


1539  IITH  AVENUE 


STATE  OF  MONTANA' 


(406)444  3930 
FAX    (406)  444-4920 


PO  BOX  201301 
HELENA.  MONTANA  59620   1301 


Mike  Wingard,  Manager 

Performance  Audits 

Office  of  the  Legislative  Auditor 

State  Capitol 

Helena    MT   59620-1705 

March  20,  1996 

Dear  Mike, 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  respond  to  the  Probation  and  Parole  Bureau 
audit.  Following  the  review  of  the  audit  report  I  concur  with  your  findings.  However,  I  feel 
the  following  comments  are  in  need  of  a  response: 

Page  18  -  COMMENT  "Interviews  with  field  staff  and  audit  observations  revealed 
officer  contacts  with  offenders  range  from  offenders  signing  a 
log  book  to  a  45  minute  interview." 

RESPONSE:  Department  policy  calls  forface-to-face  observation  for  a  required  reporting. 

The  signing  of  log  books  is  in  addition  to  face  to  face  contacts. 

Page  19  -  COMMENT        "Home  visits  are  infrequent." 

RESPONSE:  Probation  and  Parole  Officers  are  subject  to  guidelines  as  outlined  in  the 
classification  policy.  Officers  are  only  required  to  make  home  visits  for  offenders  on 
Intensive  or  Extended  levels  of  supervision.  Staff  limitations  restrict  the  officers'  ability 
to  do  "field  work"  at  a  higher  level.  It  is  important  to  note  that  officers  meet  their 
supervision  responsibilities  per  policy  and  that  additional  contacts  or  home  visits  will 
require  additional  staff. 

Page  1 9  -  COMMENT:  "Field  office  procedures  were  also  inconsistent  for  processing 
and  storing  evidence  seized  during  searches  of  offender 
homes  or  vehicles." 

RESPONSE:    Policy  60-5  outlines  procedures  for  securing  property.   The  policy  will  be 

revised  to  state  storage  expectations  more  clearly. 


"AM  EQUAL  OPPORTUNITY  EMPLOYER 
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Page  20  -  COMMENT:       "Another  area  of  policy  compliance  inconsistency  was  field  file 

organization." 
RESPONSE:    It  is  important  that  the  legislature  understand  that  Probation  and  Parole 
files  are  up  to  date  and  contain  all  necessary  information.  The  issue  here  is  organization 
of  matehals,  not  the  lack  of  materials. 

Page  24  -  COMMENT:       "Officer  visits  to  an  offender's  home  or  workplace  are  very 

infrequent  for  offenders  placed  in  medium  or  lower 
supervision  levels." 
RESPONSE:  The  Bureau's  classification  system  has  been  revised  recently  and  current 
staff  allocations  do  not  allow  for  additional  out-of-office  contacts.  Presently,  out-of-office 
visits  are  encouraged,  but  not  required,  for  lower  supervision  levels.  The  Bureau 
continues  to  try  to  lower  caseloads  in  an  attempt  to  afford  officers  more  time  to  supervise 
clientele,  both  inside  and  outside  their  offices. 

In  addition  to  the  aforementioned  comments,  the  following  is  the  Bureau's  response  to 

Recommendations  1  and  2: 

RECOMMENDATION  #1:  "We  recommend  the  Bureau  expand  staff  monitoring  to 

improve  compliance  with  policies  and  procedures. 
RESPONSE:     In  1988  the  Bureau  established  a  practice  of  Regional  Supervisors 
performing  case  audits  on  a  regular  basis.  At  that  time  the  Regional  Supervisor  position 
description  required  them  to  perform  10  random  case  audits  per  month.  The  intent  of  the 
audits  is: 

1)  To  ensure  that  officers  are  meeting  supervision  standards; 

2)  To  review  reports  of  violations,  pre-sentence  reports  and  general  written 
correspondence; 

3)  To  ensure  that  cases  were  being  reclassified  per  policy; 

4)  To  ensure  that  general  policies  are  being  followed;  and  finally, 

5)  To  encourage  communication  between  management  and  staff  relative  to  case 
management  and  general  Bureau  issues.  The  audit  process  also  required 
Regional  Supervisors  to  spend  time  in  the  outlying  offices  on  a  regular  basis. 

Due  to  an  ever-expanding  workload,  the  Bureau  reduced  the  required  audits  to  six  every 
six  weeks  in  1991.  In  1995,  the  Bureau  received  additional  staff,  including  Probation  and 
Parole  Officer  ll's.  The  POII  position  description  now  allows  them  to  perform  case  audits. 
Therefore,  the  Regional  Supervisors  now  have  assistance  to  do  audits  in  Missoula. 
Helena.  Bozeman.  Butte.  Great  Falls,  Billinos.  Miles  City,  and  Kalispell.  The  Bureau 
strongly  feels  that  with  this  assistance,  policy  compliance  will  be  much  improved. 
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RECOMMENDATION  #2:  "We  recommend  the  bureau  develop:  A.  Measurable 
program  outcomes  to  define  effectiveness.  B.  A  system  for 
measuring  these  outcomes  on  a  continual  basis. 

RESPONSE;  Attached  is  a  memo  as  prepared  by  Acting  Bureau  Chief,  Mary  Fay.  The 
memo  was  prepared  following  discussion  with  Legislative  Auditor  staff,  Department 
Research  staff  and  Bureau  staff.  The  memo  reflects  outcome  measures  that  indicate  not 
only  the  results  of  Bureau  programs  and  practices,  but  also  the  accountability  of  individual 
offenders. 

In  closing,  I  sincerely  appreciate  the  effort  you,  Angle  and  staff  put  forth  in  the  audit.  Due 
to  your  openness  and  willingness  to  listen,  the  audit  proved  to  be  a  positive  learning 
experience  for  the  Bureau.   Thank  you. 


Sincerely, 


'.  ..^^Ui 


MIKE  FERRITER,  Administrator 
Community  Corrections  Division 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO:  Ted  Clack,  Research  Manager 

Department  of  Corrections  -  Administrative  Services  Division 

FROM:      Mary  Fay,  Chief      ,^      .  ,..,      '' 
Probation  and  Parole.Buredu 

DATE:       March  20,  1996 

RE:  Measurable  Outcomes  and  Objectives  for  Probation  and  Parole  Bureau 

As  you  know,  the  Bureau,  as  a  result  of  the  legislative  audit,  is  interested  in  defining  and 
measuring  program  effectiveness  and  outcomes. 

Thank  you  for  developing  the  draft  database  which  tracks  all  intervention,  disciplinary,  and 
on-site  hearings  conducted  by  the  Probation  and  Parole  Bureau  statewide.  This  form  will 
gather  valuable  information  pertaining  to  the  number  of  hearings,  types  of  hearings,  types 
of  violations  and  sanctions  imposed.  The  implementation  of  this  form  will  provide  the 
Probation  and  Parole  Bureau  with  the  necessary  data  to  assess  the  hearings  process. 

In  order  to  produce  an  annual  report  documenting  program  effectiveness,  a  system  for 
measuhng  outcomes  must  be  designed.  This  system  will  require  extensive  programming 
and  a  commitment  by  the  Department  for  software,  training  and  an  automated  system 
providing  easy  collection  of  data  from  Probation  and  Parole  Officers. 

Measuhng  the  effectiveness  of  the  Probation  and  Parole  Bureau  will  require  data 
collection  and  documentation  of  the  following: 

1)  The  number  of  offenders  placed  on  probation  and  the  number  successfully 
discharged. 

2)  The  number  of  offenders  paroled  and  the  number  successfully  discharged. 

3)  The  number  of  offenders  diverted  from  phson  at  Montana  State  Prison  and  the 
Women's  Correctional  Facility  via  the  Intensive  Supervision  Program.  (Department 
of  Corrections  commitments  that  are  placed  in  the  community  as  inmates  or 
released  from  a  facility  as  an  inmate  on  Intensive  Supervision  phor  to  parole 
eligibility.)  (Calculate  the  general  funds  money  saved  -  difference  of  cost  in  prison 
vs  on  Intensive  Supervision.) 

4)  The  number  of  offenders  accepted  on  parole  -  (Calculate  the  general  funds  money 
saved  -  difference  of  cost  in  prison  vs  on  parole.) 
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5)  The  number  of  hours  of  community  service  performed. 

6)  The  amount  of  fines  and  restitution  paid. 

7)  The  amount  of  supervision  fees  collected. 

8)  The  amount  of  child  support  paid  (or  those  working,  living  in  the  home  supporting 
their  family.) 

The  number  of  offenders  working  and/or  participating  in  educational  or  training 
programs. 

10)  The  number  of  offenders  in  chemical  dependency  treatment  (includes  in-patient, 
out-patient,  AA.) 

11)  The  number  of  offenders  participating  in  mental  health  treatment  (includes 
individual,  group,  marnage,  family,  in-patient,  self-help  groups  such  as  Gambler's 
Anonymous,  AlAnon,  Co-Dependency-Anon.) 

12)  The  number  of  sex  offenders  participating  in  sex  offender  treatment  (out-patient 
and  self-help.) 

13)  The  number  of  offenders  participating  in  anger  management  and/or  domestic 
abuse  treatment  (includes  support  groups.) 

1 4)  The  number  of  pre-sentence  investigations  written  for  the  District  Court  judge  and 
the  number  of  recommendations  followed  by  the  judge  at  time  of  sentencing. 

1 5)  The  number  of  reports  of  violation  written  on  probationers  and  the  number  of  times 
the  judge  follows  the  Probation  and  Parole  Officer's  recommendation  at  the  time 
of  revocation  or  number  of  times  the  Montana  Board  of  Pardons  and  Parole 
follows  the  Hearing  Officer's  recommendation  regarding  parolees. 

In  addition,  recording  the  number  of  home  visits  and  searches  performed  by  the  Probation 
and  Parole  Officers  would  be  helpful  in  determining  the  Probation  and  Parole  Officer's 
visibility  and  the  recognizable  force  they  play  in  the  offender's  life. 

The  Department  is  committed  to  collecting  these  data  and  establishing  a  system  which 
can  measure  those  outcomes.  We  ask  your  assistance  in  the  processing  and  analyzing 
of  these  data.  You  have  indicated  we  can  begin  to  access  the  data  on  January  1,  1997. 
I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  to  meet  that  date. 

Again,  thank-you  for  your  continued  assistance.   Your  expertise  is  much  appreciated. 

Attachment:    Draft  Database 

cc:       Rick  Day 

Mike  Ferriter 

Reg.  Administrators 

Mike  Wingard 

File  „      „ 
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